
Before the  B oard of Zsnhg  Adgusbnent, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARfBa--August 18, 1965 

Appeal a8321 Hedin Const, Gorp. appellant. 

The Zoning Adminietrator Ms t r i c t  of Columbia, appellee. 

Cn motion duly mde, secoded a d  raar+PaPr carried with Mr. Davis dissenting 
the following Order was entered an Aa@& 25, 1965r 

 hat the appeal fo r  a mwia.'ce *om the FAR requirements of the 0-1 
Mst r i c t  t o  permit basement apartment bit, said mriaElce not t o  exceed LO8 
a t  1200 Perry St. I,%, l o t  W4, square 3925, be granted, 

A s  the  r e s u l t  of an inspection of the property bp tber Board, and from the 
records alrl the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, the Board finds the  following 
facts: 

(1) Appellant's lo t ,  which is lecated In  the C-1 District, has a frontage 
of 75 fee t  on P e w  Streets  and depths of 87 fee t  and 90.U fee t  and contains 
an area of 5806 square feet. 

(2) Appellant has provided f ive off-street parking spaces a t  the rear  of 
the property. 

(3) This proposed apartment units oontains a 3.3.- roan 18 x 11, f e e t  four 
inches; a ldteehn ll+w x l48kW; a bath 8'2n x l4'4* a& one b e h a  U t e  x 
l4 4 In rPaking this cornersion in the  r . C d  D i s t r i c t  appellant i s  rewired  t o  
hamcan FAR of LO8 which was reqtrired t o  u t i l i ze  this basement portion of ths 
building for apartment purposes. 

(4) The building is three etorieo plus basemsnt and was erect in 1961, 
Mder, existing regulations, The two tep  floors constitute a p a r m n t  dwelling. 
The f i r s t  floor is used fo r  the offices of the m e r ,  The bssemnt a t  present 
has an unfinished portion t o  the no&@ of the building which isreadilgr 
adaptable f o r  apartment arage altho- ereated f o r  office puposes. 

(5) Appellant states that  he has beon unable t o  get an office tenant in 
the  basmmt. 

(6) There was objaction t o  the  granting ad t h i u  appeal registered a t  the 
p ~ b l l c  h d n 8 .  

We are of the opinion that appellant has proven a hardship within the 
provisions of Section 8207.U of the Zoning %@ations and tha t  a denial of 
the request would r e su l t  in peculiar and exceptional practical d i f f icul t ies  to  or  
emeptisnaJ. and undue hardship uponthe cRonsr. We are  further of the  opinion tha t  
this re l ief  can be granted without substantial de t r imat  t o  the  pablic good and 
uithout substantially i m p  I r i ng  the intent, purpose, and in tegr i ty  of t h e  sone 
plan as  embodied in the zoning regulations and map. 


